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D e f e n d a n t - A p p e l l a n t . 
Case No. 20436 
STATEMENT QF ISSUES PRESENTED QN APPEAL 
The sole issue presented in this appeal is whether 
defendant has articulated any grounds for reversal of his 
conviction. 
STATEMENT QF THE CASE 
Defendant, F. Grant Cook, was charged by information 
with criminal mischief, a third degree felony, under UTAH CODE 
ANN. §§ 76-6-106(1)(c) and (2)(c) (1978) (R. 4). After a bench 
trial on July 12, 1984, defendant was found guilty of class A 
misdemeanor criminal mischief (R. 36, 55). The trial court 
sentenced defendant to a term of one year in the Box Elder County 
Jail, but suspended execution of that sentence and placed him on 
probation (R. 42-3). 
STATEMENT QF FACTS 
The State presented the following evidence that 
supported the trial court's finding of defendant's guilt. 
On March 19, 1984 while at home in her trailer court in 
Box Elder County, Shannon Cook, defendant's daughter-in-law, 
observed defendant position a front-end loader (a piece of heavy 
construction equipment) behind her husband's car, which was 
parked in her driveway, and push the car approximately 150 feet 
out of the driveway. In so doing, defendant caused substantial 
damage to the car, a television antenna, and fencing materials 
(R. 7-11, 22-26). The title to the car was in defendant's son's 
name, Jerry Cook (R. 18-19) . 
According to the operator of an Ogden body shop who 
examined the Cooks' car, the car was worth approximately $200 at 
the time of the incident and the damage to it did not exceed $40 0 
(R. 37). Shannon Cook testified that the car, which she believed 
was worth $1100, was totaled (R. 10, 16). Jerry Cook estimated 
that the car had a value of $900-950 and that the antenna and 
fencing materials had been damaged in the amount of approximately 
$230 (R. 20, 22-6). He further testified that prior to the 
incident, he and defendant had been involved in a four or five 
month dispute over the ownership of a mobile home and a pending 
divorce between defendant and Jerry's mother (R. 26). 
At trial, defendant testified that he had purchased the 
car in question for his son for $1100. He moved the car out of 
the driveway because his son had been evicted for not paying rent 
(R. 42-3). At the time, he believed the car belonged to him and 
did not intend to damage it. He intended only to move it out of 
the yard (R. 46, 49). However, defendant admitted that the title 
to the car was in his son's name (R. 47). Finally, defendant 
denied damaging a television antenna or fencing materials (R. 44-
5) . 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
Because defendant fails to articulate any grounds for 
reversal of his conviction, this Court should affirm the trial 
court's judgment. 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
BECAUSE DEFENDANT FAILS TO ARTICULATE ANY 
GROUNDS FOR REVERSAL OF HIS CONVICTION, THIS 
COURT SHOULD AFFIRM THE TRIAL COURT'S 
JUDGMENT. 
In his pro se brief, defendant attacks his conviction 
in general terms, but fails to articulate any specific legal 
grounds for reversal. Under these circumstances and because the 
record reflects sufficient evidence adduced at trial to support 
the trial court's finding of defendant's guilt, see State v. 
McCardell. 652 P.2d 942, 945 (Utah 1982) (which sets forth the 
applicable standard for review of sufficiency of evidence), the 
Court should affirm the trial court's judgment. 
CONCLUSION 
Based upon the foregoing argument, the t r i a l c o u r t ' s 
judgment should be aff i rmed. IM—-
is Jl RESPECTFULLY s u b m i t t e d t h  / *> day of December, 
1 9 8 5 . 
DAVID L . WILKINSON 
A t t o r n e y G e n e r a l 
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